REMARKS 

In the above-referenced Office Action the Examiner objected to the specification 
as failing to provide a proper antecedent basis for the claim subject matter. The 
Examiner indicated that the specification does not describe a "third circuit". It is 
requested that this objection be reconsidered and withdrawn for the following reasons: 
the three circuit systems are described beginning at the bottom of page 4 and the first 
three paragraphs of page 5. They are the anti-noise circuit system, the radio circuit 
system, and the sound collection circuit system. The anti-noise system is identified by 
reference numbers beginning with the number 1, the radio receiving circuit system is 
identified by reference numbers beginning with the number 2 and the sound collection 
system is identified by reference number 301 which identifies the external noise input 
terminal. Accordingly Applicant considers that the third circuit system is adequately 
described. In an abundance of caution the identity of the third circuit system has been 
added to claim 2 as amended. 

The Examiner also rejected the claims under 35USC 103 on a combination of the 
Andrea et al. patent and the newly cited Nakagawa reference. The Examiner is relying 
on Nakagawa for a teaching of the radio system missing from the Andrea patent. It is 
requested that this rejection be reconsidered and withdrawn for the following reasons: 

The characterization of the Andrea et al. reference from the previous amendment 
is maintained. This reference is directed to an industrial application wherein operators of 
devices having loud motors like a helicopter can have their ears protected by filtering out 
the engine noise. There is absolutely no teaching for the addition of a radio and certainly 
no teaching for simultaneously filtering out background noise so that not only can the 



wearer listen to a radio, the wearer can also hear voice instructions or comments which 
would not be discernible without elimination of the background noise. 

Elimination of this background noise is achieved by phased detection U-circuit 
IC devices which are either in each of the circuits or as in the case of the third circuit 
coupled thereto. See figures 3, 4 and 5. 

Concerning the Nakagawa reference, while this reference does describe a FM 
radio, there is no teaching in this reference for external noise reduction. The Examiner 
has indicated that it would be obvious to couple the radio of Nakagawa to the noise 
reduction unit of Andrea et al. but there is no teaching to do so. Furthermore, in Claim 2 
of the instant case, the radio circuit contains its own U-circuit IC as shown in figure 4 
reference number 102 which is separate from that contained in the anti-noise reduction 
circuit of figure 3 B. This feature is not described in the Nakagawa patent or in the 
Andrea et al. patent. 

To reiterate, if the radio of Nakagawa was coupled to the noise reduction device 
of Andrea et al. as the Examiner apparently considers would be obvious, there still would 
not be a U-circuit IC in the anti-noise circuit and a separate U-circuit IC in the radio 
circuit. Since there is no teaching in Nakagawa for supplying such a U-circuit IC even 
the combination does not meet the limitations of claim 2 as amended. 

Finally, Applicant does not concede that it would be obvious to one skilled in the 
art to combine Nakagawa and Andrea et al. As previously stated, Andrea et al. does not 
have a radio, and Nakagawa does not have the noise suppression system of claim 2 
herein. Therefore there is no teaching for coupling Nakagawa and Andrea et al. 



Accordingly Applicant considers that Claim 2 as amended patentably 



distinguishes these references. It is requested then that the rejection be withdrawn, and 
the case passed to allowance. 
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